Introduction
"The scientific community must face the issue of scientific misconduct head on. It must work actively to prevent misconduct and not brush it under the rug when it occurs. These actions are urged by . . . the National Academy of Sciences . . ., the National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine"
What brought that on? Such cases as this (2): "A Michigan judge ordered the University of Michigan . . . to pay $1.2 million in damages to a scientist after a jury found that her supervisor had stolen credit for her research and that the university had failed to investigate properly." In 1993 Professor Harry Gibson gave colleagues in the Chemistry Department copies of his letter to a granting agency about a proposal he had been sent to review. He wrote, "Unfortunately, the proposal was plagiarized from my proposal of 1990". Some years ago I had a letter from a friend in Australia who had discovered that one of his postdocs had been leaking results and research materials to a competitor overseas.
In his memoir The Double Helix, Nobel-Prize-winner J. D. Watson described getting data that its owner would not have wanted him to see.
William Lipscomb, 1976 Nobel-Prize-winner in chemistry, says that he "no longer put my most original ideas in my research proposals, which are read by many referees and officials. I hold back anything that another investigator might hop on and carry out. When I was starting out, people respected each other's research more than they do today, and there was less stealing of ideas" (6).
Rustum Roy, Professor of Materials Science at Penn State, himself an outspoken critic of some corrupt practices in modern science, used a press conference to announce a new method for making synthetic diamond, and justified that as "the only way to prevent . . . a small group of peer reviewers . . . [having] an advance chance to duplicate the work in their labs" (7).
In X-ray crystallography, it had become routine to publish structures of complex substances without giving the raw data, so that others couldn't do proper checks or build on the work (8).
In the hurry to develop high-temperature superconductors (9) "scientific results were announced first in the press to gain a few days on other groups. . . . But what if an experiment doesn't give the result you expected? What if it gives a result that you just know is wrong in some way? Don't you keep trying until you get the "right" result? Especially if you know that your boss is very sure that's what you should get? Isn't there the temptation to fudge a bit? Since you know what the right answer ought to be, why not just round the numbers off a bit?
